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Abstract
In general, changes in the quantity of grain harvested between 1982 and 1983 were offset by
changes in inventory. Relatively fixed demands in normally deficit states resulted in an increased
volume of receipts and transportation by rail and truck. Percentage changes in volume shipped were
less than percentage changes in production in most surplus states. Transportation requirements
per bushel of grain produced increased with the reduced quantity harvested in 1983 because deficit
states required additional supplies that were transported from more distant sources of supply.
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Impact of Production Changes on Wheat Movements
Among Selected States, 1982-83
Purpose of the Study
Introduction
Although there is considerable information
available regarding the production and use of
wheat in the United States, there is less infor-
mation available concerning wheat movement
and the importance of each transportation
mode. Data on wheat movements by mode of
transportation provide crucial input for the
decisions made by private industry. Private
firms need to know the history of grain flows
in order to make sound decisions about in-
vesting or dis-investing in grain handling ca-
pacity.
Wheat movement data are also important
for government officials, who need to know
current patterns of transportation to judge
how changes in government policies and regu-
lations could affect various regions of the
country. While government policies to reduce
total production in the United States have
been in operation for many years, their effects
on transportation requirements and direction
of grain movements are difficult to assess be-
cause many other factors also enter into the
determination of the marketing channel.
Changes in government programs often result
in relatively small changes in total production
because, in many cases, changes in yield have
offset changes in acreage. Changes in pro-
duction can also be offset by changes in in-
ventories held by government or private firms.
As a result, it is difficult to match changes in
origins, destinations, and modes of transport
with any particular policy.
A drought in 1983 reduced wheat produc-
tion to the lowest level since 1976. The dra-
matic change in production between 1982 and
1983 provided an opportunity to evaluate
shifts in destinations and mode of transport as
the industry adapted to the reduced volume.
Nine states were selected for the compara-
tive analysis using a survey of grain handlers
for calendar years 1982 and 1983. States
participating in the survey were Alabama,
Arkansas, Georgia, Illinois, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Mississippi, Ohio, and Tennessee.
Each of these states is a member of the
Southern Regional Research Committee S-
176,
"Interregional Marketing Systems for
Grains and Soybeans."
Objectives
The overall objective of this study was to
analyze the transportation of corn from ori-
gins in selected states to destinations during
1982 and 1983. The specific objectives of this
study were to ascertain:
(1) the volume of wheat moved between var-
ious origins and destinations during 1982 and
1983;
(2) the market share of each transportation
mode employed in moving this wheat;
(3) the effect of changes in wheat produc-
tion and supply on shipment patterns.
M<lethodology
For sampling purposes, grain handling
firms were categorized according to function.
Categories included inland grain elevators,
export elevators, river elevators, feed firms,
corn processors, corn wet millers, corn dry
millers, flour millers, and other firms. For
descriptive purposes, elevators were further
classified as country, terminal, or subtermi-
nal elevators. Feed firms were further classi-
fied as feed processors, feed mills, feedlots, or
poultry operations.
The population of grain firms included all
domestic facilities handling unprocessed
grain after leaving the farm gate. The identi-
fication of a specific grain flow ended when
the grain was processed, fed, or exported.
For example, a feed processor was considered
as a final destination for grain processed into
feed and no attempt was made to identify
grain movements after the grain was pro-
cessed or exported.
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Listings of firms by size (i.e., storage capac-
ities, processing capacities, etc.) revealed a
skewed distribution for various firm categories
in most states. In these cases, a relatively
small percentage of firms handled a relatively
large proportion of the volume. Where the
number of firms in a particular firm class was
small, the sampling rate was 100 percent.
Where the population contained a small group
of high volume handlers or processors, the
high volume group was sampled at a rate of
100 percent. Sampling rates for the remain-
ing firms in a size category varied from 10 to
25 percent. Each state participant had the
flexibility to increase sampling rates as condi-
tions warranted.
Sample Expansion
Estimates of grain movements for each
state as a whole were obtained by expanding
each sample observation by an appropriate
multiplier. A multiplier of 4.0, for example,
was used to expand a sample of firms se-
lected at a rate of 25 percent for a particular
population strata. Likewise, a multiplier of
1.0 was used where firms in a particular size
or geographic group were sampled at a rate of
100 percent.
Data Reconciliation Procedures
After survey data were compiled and tabu-
lated, a procedure for cross-checking grain
flows was devised in order to provide consis-
tent estimates of state-to-state flows. Due to
errors of sampling, estimation, or expansion,
survey data from the shipping state did not
always agree with the volume data estimated
from the survey in the receiving state. In gen-
eral, estimates obtained from the shipping
state were more accurate since receivers (i.e.,
processors and exporters) often had less infor-
mation regarding the origins of their grain.
This was especially true where grain was pur-
chased through a broker. For truck move-
ments of grain, researchers reconciled the dif-
ferences between the quantity shipped and
the quantity received by utilizing survey data
from each state and researchers' knowledge
about shipping patterns, price relationships,
and production-utilization balances.
Secondary sources of information were
available for rail and barge movements be-
tween states. Estimates of state-to-state grain
movements by water were provided by the
Army Corps of Engineers. Estimates of state-
to-state grain movements by rail were pro-
vided by the carload waybill sample drawn by
the Interstate Commerce Commission.
The procedure for reconciling barge and
rail grain movements involved comparing
shipments reported by the Corps of Engineers
on inland waterways and waybill sample
statistics for railroads, with data received
from interviews. In some cases, secondary
data provided additional support for survey
estimates. In other cases, secondary data
provided a useful compromise where survey
figures varied widely.
Other important secondary data sources
were the estimates of
"exportable surpluses"
produced in each state. Each state's represen-
tative provided information about production,
consumption, inventory change, and the re-
maining surplus or deficit available to be ex-
ported or imported by the state. Because
much of this information, especially about con-
sumption, was based on estimates, the num-
bers were not expected to equal those obtained
from the survey. The "production/utilization"
estimates provided researchers with a compari-
son of the quantity of grain available to be ex-
ported from a state with survey estimates of
outbound shipments. Estimates of production
and utilization are available from Wailes and
Vercimak (Wailes and Vercimak, 1988).
Comparisons among the various data
sources increased the confidence in estimates
obtained from sampling the population of
grain handling firms. The logic and consis-
tency of each flow summarized in this report
have been checked by each state representa-
tive conducting the survey.
Table 1.
Wheat Supply and Disappearance in the United States for Marketing Years from 1970 to 1987.
Table 2.
Table 2. Continued
a significant decrease in production between
1982 and 1983. The Mountain Region, Pacific
Coast, and Corn Belt states, all important
contributors to national production, were rel-
atively stable over the time period, with less
than a 2 percent change. The Northeast, a
minor production region, experienced a small
percentage increase (3 percent) due to a large
percentage increase in New York's production.
Among the nine states included in the sur-
vey, Illinois had only a 5 percent decline and
Ohio had a 14 percent increase. The other
states in the study (Alabama, Arkansas,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi,
and Tennessee) all had large percentage de-
creases. Total contribution to U.S. production
by these nine states was relatively small 12
percent in 1982 and 11 percent in 1983.
The most important variable influencing
grain shipment patterns is not production,
but available supply (production plus net re-
leases from stocks). For the nine-state region,
wheat supply declined by 22.5 percent despite
the drawdown of stocks (Table 3). Arkansas
and Kentucky had the smallest percentage de-
cline (7 percent), while supply in Tennessee
declined by 38 percent and in Mississippi by
41 percent.
Table 3.
Wheat Receipts and Shipments
Interstate Receipts
With the decline in national production, the
interstate receipts in the nine-state region fell
by 1 5 percent. Every state in the region ex-
cept Ohio experienced a decline in receipts
(Table 4). Combined with the reduced inter-
nal supplies, the nine-state area was forced to
curtail consumption as well as interstate
shipments.
Four states (Arkansas, Kentucky,
Louisiana, and Mississippi) had declines of
more than 33 percent. Only Ohio has in-
creased receipts. The increase in Ohio re-
ceipts offset a very large decrease in supply
(22 million bushels), enabling them to build
inventory.
Shares held by the modes of transport that
brought supplies from other states to the
nine-state area shifted between 1982 and
1983 (Tables 5 and 6). The volume of receipts
moved by barge in the nine-state region in-
creased from 29.8 percent in 1982 to 33.7
percent in 1983 due to the large decrease in
rail volume, especially in Georgia, Illinois, and
Tennessee. The share of wheat shipped by
truck also increased. Rail's share of wheat re-
ceipts declined from 32 percent to 26 percent.
Table 4.
Table 5.
Interstate Shipments
All nine states experienced decreases in
shipments, with the total decrease for the
nine states being 28 percent (Table 7). Even
Ohio, with a major increase in production
and a small increase in receipts, did not in-
crease its interstate shipments. Instead, the
inventory of wheat in Ohio elevators in-
creased. The largest percentage decrease in
shipments occurred in Mississippi, where a
43 percent reduction in production and a 57
percent reduction in receipts resulted in a 52
percent decrease in shipments to other states
or ports.
The percentage of shipments from the nine
states that was transported by rail declined
from 29 percent in 1982 to 24 percent in
1983. Truck and barge increased their shares
in a declining total market (Tables 8 and 9).
Georgia, Illinois, and Ohio had large declines
in rail shipments, accompanied by an in-
crease in barge shipments.
Tennessee had a large drop in truck and
barge shipments. Ohio experienced a large
shift from rail to barge. Illinois reduced rail
shipments but maintained a truck and barge
volume that was quite close to that of 1982.
Georgia lost volume in both truck and rail.
Alabama increased rail volume at the expense
of truck and barge (Tables 8 and 9).
Shipments to Ports
Most of the 28 percent decline in ship-
ments in 1983 can be attributed to a decline
in shipments to export points. Shipments
from the nine-state region to ports fell by 35
percent to 140.3 million bushels (Table 10).
Since total shipments from all states to ports
declined only 0.9 percent, the nine-state re-
gion suffered a dramatic loss in export share.
Table 7.
Table 8.
Interstate Wheat Shipments in Selected States by Mode of Transport,
Table 10.
Only Kentucky shipped more to ports in 1983
than in 1982. For Alabama and Louisiana,
the declines in shipments to ports were
greater than their total declines in shipments.
The export shares for the nine states are
somewhat inflated for both years because the
data from non-participating states were lim-
ited to rail and barge (excluding any truck
shipments to port areas). However, the num-
ber of truck shipments to ports from most of
these non-participating states was relatively
small for wheat.
The total receipts at port areas in 1983 was
0.9 percent below the 1982 total (Table 10).
The leading states in 1982 were Washington,
Oklahoma, Kansas, Texas, Missouri,
Montana, Minnesota, and North Dakota (in
that order). In 1983, the leading states were
Kansas, Washington, Montana, Texas,
Oklahoma, Minnesota, and Nebraska (in that
order). Changes in exports among these top
states were due more to changes in receipts
from other states and shipments to other
states than to changes in production. Of the
eight states listed, only Oklahoma and
Mississippi experienced changes in exports
that were in the same direction as their
changes in production.
The volume of wheat receipts at the
Louisiana Gulf declined from 1982 to 1983
due to large decreases in shipments from
Arkansas, Indiana, Louisiana, Mississippi,
Missouri, and Tennessee (Table 1 1). The de-
cline in receipts at the Eastern Gulf resulted
from decreased shipments from Alabama,
Kansas, and Mississippi. Although receipts
from Colorado and Texas at the Texas Gulf
decreased, the region experienced a net in-
crease in receipts (Table 1 1) as a result of in-
creased shipments from Kansas and
Nebraska. The Pacific Northwest also had
more receipts in 1983 than in 1982, as
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, and North Dakota
all shipped more to that region. The volume
of receipts at Atlantic ports declined as the
number of shipments from Georgia, Indiana,
Missouri, and Ohio fell in 1983. Overall, the
Great Lakes ports received more wheat in
1983 than in 1982, resulting from an increase
in shipments at Duluth from Minnesota and
South Dakota.
Although exports from the Pacific Region
remained virtually unchanged between 1982
and 1983, the Columbia River ports increased
their volume at the expense of exports from
California ports (Table 12).
Three port areas shipped out four -fifths of
the nation's wheat exports in 1983: the
Texas Gulf port had the highest volume, fol-
lowed by the Columbia River ports and the
Louisiana Gulf ports. Over one-half of the
wheat exports were from the Texas Gulf and
Columbia River ports.
Analysis of Shipments and
Receipts for Each of the Nine
States
A comparison of changes in production
(Table 2), supplies (Table 3), receipts (Table 4),
and shipments (Table 7) with the detailed
state-by-state data in Appendix A provides a
partial explanation of the different patterns of
movement in 1983 as compared to 1982.
Alabama
From 1982 to 1983, Alabama experienced
a 35 percent decrease in production (Table 2)
and a 9 percent decrease in receipts (Table4),
forcing shipments to fall by 26 percent (Table
7). Although the reduction of wheat inven-
tory in Alabama helped offset the lower pro-
duction, total supply was still 23 percent
lower in 1983.
Total receipts in Alabama decreased by less
than 600,000 bushels, but there were more
significant changes among origins. Florida,
Missouri, and Ohio each originated small vol-
umes by barge in 1982 (Table A-l), but no
shipments in 1983 (Table A- 10). Rail ship-
ments from Tennessee of 303,000 bushels in
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Table 11.
Wheat Receipts at Port Regions by State of Origin, 1982 and 1983. 1
Table 11. Continued
Wheat Receipts at Port Regions by State of Origin, 1982 and 1983. 1
Table 11. -
Table 12.
Wheat Inspected for Export by Region and Port Area, 1982 and 1983.
1981 also fell to zero in 1983. Consequently,
rail's share of Alabama receipts fell, while
barge and truck shares increased. Receipts
from Illinois, Kentucky, and Oklahoma in-
creased in 1983. Alabama interstate and in-
trastate shipments also declined, with the
largest change in barge (a decline of nearly 4
million bushels). Truck shipments increased.
There was a major reduction in rail shipments
to the Eastern Gulf ports and in barge ship-
ments to all ports.
Arkansas
Arkansas' production declined by 19 per-
cent (Table 2) and its receipts declined by 63
percent (Table 4) as a result of greatly reduced
truck shipments from Mississippi. With less
production and receipts, it is not surprising to
find that interstate shipments from Arkansas
also decreased by 20 percent, or 1 1.6 million
bushels (Table 7). The decline in shipments
resulted primarily from a reduction in ship-
ments to Gulf ports.
Truck receipts from Missouri in 1982 were
reported as zero in 1983 (Tables A-2 and A-
11). The volume shipped by barge and truck
declined in 1982, shifting modal shares
slightly toward truck. Rail shipments fell to
zero in 1983.
Georgia
Georgia's shipments declined 37 percent in
1983 (Table 7) because production declined
by 32 percent (Table 2) and there were 23 per-
cent fewer receipts (Table 4). The decrease in
receipts resulted from a drop of 4.3 million
bushels in rail receipts from Illinois and
Indiana, although this was partly offset by an
increase in rail receipts of 1.6 million bushels
from Alabama (Tables A-3 and A- 13). Rail re-
ceipts from Alabama and Indiana declined
while barge receipts from Louisiana increased.
As a result, barge became the dominant
transportation mode for Georgia's receipts.
Most of the reduction in Georgia's shipments
resulted from a decrease in shipments to
South Atlantic ports by truck and rail.
Georgia's rail shipments to Mississippi also
dropped to zero in 1983 with the smaller sup-
ply of wheat in Georgia.
Illinois
Wheat production in Illinois declined only 5
percent in 1983 (Table 2), but receipts were
down by 14 percent (Table 4), resulting in a
14 percent decline in shipments from 1982
(Table 4). Most of the decline in receipts was
due to decreased rail shipments from Indiana,
Kansas, Nebraska, and Ohio. Barge receipts
increased slightly as shipments from
Minnesota, Missouri, and Oklahoma more
than offset declines from other states (Tables
A-4 and A- 13). Truck receipts decreased only
slightly less than .7 million bushels.
Changes in 1983 shipments mirrored the
changes in receipts: interstate barge ship-
ments increased slightly, truck shipments de-
creased slightly, and rail shipments suffered a
large decline (Tables A-4 and A- 13).
Decreased rail shipments to Georgia, Indiana,
the Louisiana Gulf, and the Eastern Gulf in
1983 made up most of the decline in rail ship-
ments, offsetting the increase in rail ship-
ments to Texas which increased from zero in
1982 to 1.6 million bushels in 1983.
Kentucky
Kentucky's shipments fell only 6 percent in
1983 (Table 7) despite a 32 percent decline in
production (Table 2) and a 40 percent de-
crease in receipts (Table 4). Kentucky had the
third largest drop in wheat inventory (3 mil-
lion bushels). Most of the declines in ship-
ments were to Indiana and Tennessee (Tables
A-5 and A- 14). Shipments to the three Gulf
ports increased; Kentucky was the only state
of the nine-state region to export more in
1983 than in 1982 (Table 10). Volume
shipped by barge and rail from Kentucky to
Tennessee declined while truck volume in-
creased. Truck and rail shipments to Indiana
declined. Total interstate shipments from
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Kentucky declined by only 1 million bushels,
but the percent shipped by barge increased
from 57 to 64 percent as port destinations in-
creased in importance.
Louisiana
Louisiana experienced a 61 percent (1 1.5
million bushels) decline in production (Table
2), the largest of any of the nine states. To
compensate for some of this decrease in pro-
duction, Louisiana had the largest drawdown
of inventory in the nine-state region (4.7 mil-
lion bushels). With no major processors in
Louisiana, the volume of receipts for any pur-
pose other than export was very small.
Shipments of wheat from Louisiana declined
by 44 percent between 1982 and 1983, from
18 million to 12 million bushels. The de-
crease appeared in fewer barge shipments to
ports further down the Mississippi River.
Shipments to export points were down 71 per-
cent, while barge shipments to Georgia in-
creased (Tables A-6 and A- 15).
Mississippi
Among the nine states, Mississippi had the
second largest decline in receipts, both in per-
centage and actual volume (Table 4). This de-
crease, combined with a 43 percent decline in
production (Table 2), resulted in a reduction
in shipments of 52 percent (Table 7). Receipts
by Mississippi were reduced due to fewer
truck receipts from Arkansas and fewer rail
receipts from Georgia (Tables A-7 and A- 16).
There was an overall decline in receipts for all
transportation modes. The large drop in ship-
ments by firms in Mississippi was inevitable
given the production shortfall and low re-
ceipts. The largest impacts were found in
truck shipments to Arkansas and the Eastern
and Louisiana Gulf ports, rail shipments to
Eastern Gulf ports, and barge shipments to
Louisiana Gulf ports.
Ohio
Ohio was the only state showing an in-
crease in receipts in 1983 (Table4). The 12
percent increase resulted from a growth in
rail receipts from Michigan and Minnesota
(Tables A-8 and A- 1 7). Although production
also increased by 14 percent (Table 2), Ohio's
interstate shipments declined by 3 1 percent
(Table 7). Shipments to ports in 1983 were
far below the 1982 figures as a result of large
decreases in shipments to South Atlantic
and Toledo ports. The additional supply of
wheat that was not shipped (some 14.3 mil-
lion bushels) went into inventory. This shift
in destinations resulted in an increase in the
percentage moved by barge and truck and a
decrease in the percentage moved by rail
(Tables 8 and 9).
Tennessee
Being located in the middle of the nine-
state region, Tennessee is a major transship-
ment point for wheat. It is also a major
milling state. As a result, in 1983, Tennessee
had the greatest volume of interstate wheat
receipts in the nine-state region (Table 4). It
also shipped more wheat than it produced.
Between 1982 and 1983, Tennessee's produc-
tion declined by 33 percent (Table 2), its total
supply declined by 38 percent (Table 3), its re-
ceipts decreased by 1 1 percent (Table 4), and
shipments were down 36 percent (Table 7).
Tennessee receipts were less in 1983 due to
decreases in rail shipments from Indiana,
Kansas, Kentucky, Missouri, and Mississippi
(Tables A-9 and A- 18).
While rail's share of Tennessee's receipts
declined, truck and barge shares increased.
Minnesota's larger barge shipments to
Tennessee were a major factor in the in-
creased barge share. The decline in 1983
shipments was due to less being shipped by
truck to Kentucky and less shipped by barge
on the Mississippi River to the Louisiana
Gulf ports (Tables A-9 to A- 18). Rail ship-
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ments were almost the same in 1983 as in
1982, allowing rail's transportation share to
increase at the expense of truck and barge.
There was a major drop in Tennessee ship-
ments to the Louisiana Gulf from 30.7 to
17.8 million bushels.
Oupplemental Analysis of Non-
Participating States
Although only nine states were included in
the survey of grain handling firms, secondary
data sources provided information on volumes
shipped by rail and barge from the other
states. The same secondary sources were
used to gather additional data for the nine
states in the survey, but these data from sec-
ondary sources were adjusted and allocated to
destinations using the information provided in
the survey responses. No similar basis for ad-
justment was available for other states.
However, because these data show useful re-
lationships and changes over time, they are
included in Appendix B (1982 data) and
Appendix C (1983 data) for all states. These
tables include all adjustments presented in
Appendix A as well as unadjusted data for
non-participating states.
The nine-state region was a minor producer
of wheat. Over one-half of the wheat in 1982
and 1983 was produced from just six states
Kansas, North Dakota, Oklahoma,
Montana, Washington, and Texas all out-
side of the nine-state region. Of these six
states, only Texas and Washington experi-
enced production increases from 1982 to
1983 (Table 2).
Kansas production was lower in 1983 than
in 1982, but shipments to ports increased in
1983, resulting in an increase in total ship-
ments (Table B- 13 and C- 13). Almost all
shipments in 1983 were by rail. Over one-half
of the wheat shipped from Kansas to other
states went to nearby states which were major
wheat producing states themselves.
All of Montana's wheat shipments were
shipped by rail, with at least 75 percent each
year going to Pacific Northwest ports (Tables
B-21 and C-20). Both total shipments and
shipments to ports increased in 1983. No re-
ceipts were reported for either year.
Much of North Dakota's wheat shipments
moved by rail (Tables B-28 and C-27). Major
destinations were Minnesota, Wisconsin, and
ports at Duluth and the Pacific Northwest.
Both North Dakota's total shipments and
shipments to ports increased in 1983.
Receipts were minor, approximately one mil-
lion bushels each year from Minnesota and
Montana.
Oklahoma wheat shipments declined in
1983, primarily due to decreased rail ship-
ments to Texas and to the Texas Gulf (Tables
B-30 and C-29). While rail was the major
transportation mode, barge shipments, both
to other states and to ports, increased in
1983. Receipts were mainly from Kansas by
rail. Total Oklahoma receipts increased in
1983.
Texas was a major receiver as well as a
major shipper of wheat. Texas received 1 12.4
and 71.4 million bushels of wheat in 1982
and 1983 respectively, primarily from Kansas
and Oklahoma (Tables B-36 and C-35). All of
the receipts were by rail. Over 90 percent of
Texas shipments, which were in excess of 100
million bushels each year, were to the Texas
Gulf and California ports.
Like Texas, over 90 percent of Washington's
shipments were to Pacific Northwest ports
(Tables B-39 and C-38). Approximately 33
percent of the bushels shipped to the ports
went by barge. The only state to receive
wheat from Washington was Oregon, with
total volume about equally divided between
barge and rail. Washington receipts declined
in 1983 as rail shipments from Montana fell
from 15 to 2 million bushels.
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Summary and Conclusions
The comparison of wheat movements be-
tween 1982 and 1983 gives an interesting pic-
ture of how the grain marketing system reacts
to changes in grain production. Lower pro-
duction in the nine-state study region was off-
set by grain removed from storage. However,
the reduction in inventory was not enough to
prevent a 23 percent reduction in supply be-
tween 1982 and 1983. Interstate receipts by
the nine-state region did not increase to make
up the short-fall in wheat, but instead de-
clined by 13 percent. The reason receipts did
not have to increase was that shipments to
ports for export dropped by 35 percent. The
decline in shipments to ports was almost as
great as the decline in production. Thus, with
fewer shipments to ports and additional sup-
plies taken out of storage stocks, demand for
receipts from other states decreased.
The decline in shipments to ports also ex-
plains the decline of rail as a transportation
mode. Rail shipments to Eastern Gulf and
South Atlantic ports declined by 56 percent,
while barge shipments to Louisiana Gulf ports
declined by only 27 percent.
This decline in actual bushels shipped to
ports from the nine-state region was greater
than the total decline in bushels shipped to
ports for all of the United States. The
Southeast, with its relatively high production
cost, is a residual supplier of many grain
crops, including wheat (Ott, et al, 1986). The
Cornbelt states are also relatively high cost
producers of wheat. Thus, when export de-
mand decreased in 1983, the nine-state re-
gion absorbed the decrease. As a residual
supplier, changes in demand, especially ex-
port demand, had a major impact on the pat-
tern of shipments and receipts in the nine-
state region.
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Appendix Tables
Receipts and Shipments of Wheat by State, 1982 and 1983.
Appendix A
1982 and 1983 Receipts and Shipments
ofWheat by Statefor the 9 States
Table A-1. Alabama, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Mode of transportation
Origin Truck Rail Barge Total
thousands of bushels
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Illinois
Kentucky
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Ohio
Oklahoma
Tennessee
27
134
20
215
11
303
226
244
204
100
119
1,539
143
49
2,447
226
244
231
100
253
1,539
20
143
60
2,447
518
Total interstate 396 314 5,071 5,781
Wheat Shipments'3 to Various Destinations
Mode of transportation
Destination Truck Rail Barge Total
thousands ofbushels
Georgia
Illinois
Indiana
Mississippi
Tennessee
Eastern Gulf
Louisiana Gulf
75
1
286
2,910
131
170
387
1,026
259
280
93
51
1,080
3,633
206
280
93
222
1,753
3,936
3,892
Total interstate 3,272 1.973 5,137 10,382
Intrastate 3,050 2.732 4.897 10,679
Total 6,322 4,705 10,034 21,061
a
Receipts at ports are not included.
b Shipments to ports are treated as separate destinations.
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Table A-2. Arkansas, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table A-4. Illinois, 1982
Wheat Receipts9 from Various Origins
Mode of transportation
Table A-5. Kentucky, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table A-7. Mississippi, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table A-9. Tennessee, 1982
Wheat Receipts9 from Various Origins
Table A-11. Arkansas, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
TableA-13. Illinois, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table A-15. Louisiana, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
TableA-17. Ohio, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Appendix B
1982 Receipts and Shipments of
Wheat by Statefor All States
(Rail and Barge only)
Table B-1. Alabama, 1 982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Mode of transportation
Origin Rail Barge Total
thousands ofbushels
Arkansas
Florida
Georgia
Illinois
Kentucky
Minnesota
Missouri
Ohio
Oklahoma
Tennessee
11
303
226
244
204
100
119
1.539
143
49
2,447
226
244
204
100
119
1.539
143
60
2.447
303
Total interstate 314 5.071 5,385
Wheat Shipments'3 to Various Destinations
Mode of transportation
Destination Rail Barge Total
thousands ofbushels
Georgia 131 131
Illinois 280 280
Indiana 93 93
Mississippi 170 51 221
Tennessee 387 1.080 1,467
Eastern Gulf 1.026 1,026
Louisiana Gulf 259 3,633 3,892
Total interstate
Intrastate
1.973
2,732
5,137
4.897
7.110
7,629
Total 4.705 10,034 14,739
a
Receipts at ports are not included.
b Shipments to ports are treated as separate destinations.
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Table B-2. Arizona, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-5. Colorado, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-8. Georgia, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-10. Illinois, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
TableB-12. Iowa, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
TableB-14. Kentucky, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-16. Maryland, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
TableB-18. Minnesota, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-20. Missouri, 1982
Wheat Receipts9 from Various Origins
Mode of transportation
Table B-21. Montana, 1982
Wheat Shipments8 to Various Destinations
Table B-23. Nevada, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-26. New York, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins

Table B-30. Oklahoma, 1 982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-32. Pennsylvania, 1982
Wheat Receipts8 from Various Origins
Table B-35. Tennessee, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-37. Utah, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-39. Washington, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-41. Wisconsin, 1982
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table B-44. Chicago/Duluth Ports,
1982
Wheat Receipts from Various Origins
Table B-48. Pacific Northwest Ports,
1982
Wheat Receipts from Various Origins
Table B-51. Texas Gulf Ports, 1982
Wheat Receipts from Various Origins
Appendix C
1983 Receipts and Shipments of
Wheat by StateforAH States
(Rail and Barge only)
Table C-1. Alabama, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Mode of transportation
Origin Rail Barge Total
Table C-2. Arizona, 1983
Table C-4. California, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table C-6. Delaware, 1983
Wheat Shipments3 to Various Destinations
Table C-9. Idaho, 1983
Wheat Shipments3 to Various Destinations
Table C-11. Indiana, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table C-13. Kansas, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table C-15. Louisiana, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
TableC-17. Minnesota, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
TableC-19. Missouri, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Origin
Table C-20. Montana, 1983
Wheat Shipments8 to Various Destinations
Table C-22. Nevada, 1983
Wheat Shipments8 to Various Destinations
Table C-26. North Carolina, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table C-28. Ohio, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins

Table C-33. South Dakota, 1983
Wheat Shipments3 to Various Destinations
Table C-35. Texas, 1983
Wheat Receipts3 from Various Origins
Table C-37. Virginia, 1983
Wheat Receipts8 from Various Origins
Table C-39. West Virginia, 1983
Wheat Shipments3 to Various Destinations
Table C-41. Wyoming, 1983
Wheat Shipments3 to Various Destinations
Table C-45. Louisiana Gulf Ports,
Table 0-48. Saginaw Port Area,
1983
Wheat Receipts from Various Origins
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